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REMAR KS 



ihxis 1-53 aiid 55-62 are pei^ding in the applicatioii. 



Claims I- IS, 24-2{S, and 46-50 stand rcjcotixi. 

Csain^s 19-23, 27-45 and 51-62 havi.^ no rejection-:. 

^ . i-Ui J. FAil'I-i A NDCRb PiT 

hi the Deci:.^ior; on Appeal, the Board has issued a nevv grounds f,.sf rc-k-ction, rejecting 
elaisns 1-7, 9-16 ;.uk1 18 uixler 35 l.i.S.C. § i()2(e) as beifig anticipated by ./'oc'/ (IKS. Patent 
6,460,0201 Applicants respectfully assert that this is in violation of MPEP § 706,04. In that 
Seciion, it stiUes 5ht:i ''Full laiih and credit shouid be given io the search and -i'.ctson i)r a presii.iiKs 
e.\an-sine.r anless t.here is a dear error rn the previou.^ action or Lnovvicdge of orher prior art. " 
Many of these san-e ehdnis, pariicu'lariy ihe indqiendent clainis, have ahe:sdy been previously 
rejected ursder 35 f.lS,C2 >i 102(e) a,s being ariticipattxi by Pool m die Office Action hav-ng a 
■ nailing date of May 8, 2(.i03. Applicants succesidUIly ti-aver,sed Ihese rejections. In tact, thai ia 
vvhy the Examiner resorted lo combining Fool with the Kraenke reference. Thi.s "new grounds of 
rejection" provides no new a.i-gusnents relative to the previous § 102 rejection based on Pool, and 
does not point oai any clear error in. thai previous rejection. .A.pp]icar;ts are dismayed that tncs' 
f-ov. j-save to again address a rejection ihey nrevioiiidy bfivcrsed. 

n. iiiiiiia;.H.>Nsj,iNDj2i 

The B«.^aru b«? ■ejected claims 1-7, 9-16 and 18 under 33 l.i.S.C, § 103fc) as b-e.ing 
anricipated by Puol. hi re5pt..rnse, .Applicants respect.fuHy traverse. Applicani,s isicorporale by 
rclerence iheir previous argrunents c>ver the § ]{.i2 rejections ol die claims based on Pool, 
includine those a.fgun--ents issued by ,'\ppiicants in their ..■■\rnendinenl under 37 C.E.Il. -i 1,111 on 
February 7, 2003. 



c<s ^ 
May 23. 2000 
17 of 20 

.\^^ t;ic Pa-cni ^-'llke is well avvai'c. tor a § i()2 rcjeoijon to he vaiici, each and cvcrv 
lunitatior;. must be found within the ciied prior art reference. Such ijinitations imy tx>t be 
implied or inferred. 

In rejetting tht- chrsrus, the Board has iiuide several Findings of Fact, On page 1 1> of die 
Decision on Appeal, the Board jnakes the foliowirig asaertions: 

i'ool describes "transferring" llu^ product idcntiiier to a server hosting a database 
of product jderit.ifiers and tariff ehissi licatiors ird.onriation pa-tieidar k; the product 
K.. ru " . iS oi Kk I ' pools J ' I uat.i^' r . > \\n . Uih e 
for findhsg the cemn:K>d!ry code hn- the selected produel. Tliis requires that the 
product klcntiner be transferred as ehiuTied or else the look-up process woidd be 
inoperative. 

The Board's oisserdoit ofvvhal is tatJghi in Pool is erroneous. Nowhere in the i-indiui/, of 
Fact iL or eoluin.n 6, lino 51 - eoiumo 7. line 5 of Fool, is il disclosed that a product identiher, 
or any other data, is transferred to the thrrd database. Pool does a lerribic ji.ib ol' dcscribinf^ the 
prr>cess irj which ilie third database is utilized. Appbcants assert duat d-e Patent Office may sioi 
inter or imply whai i.s taught if the Patent Oftlee Is going lo i.ssue a § id:? rejection. In contrast, 
it is eve;- sur-re plausible ilnu Pool leaeines that flu- v,-tbpage eontaining the Udrd database is seni 
Ibr viewing by she eustouier, who n ianLial lv performs a look-un td" the conursoditv eode. In no 
^^'ay does Pou! deseribc or eveti iiriply tijat a prodiici iderititler is transferrcil to the third 
database, 

f-.sserrrialbv; d-e Patent Olfice has trivialized die process of desitv5iating tariir eUissification 
ndt.)rrnat;rvn b.-.iv a product to be imported ■'exported by aaserling that Fool describes such a process 
with its ^'online shopping" invention. Tariff classification is taken very serious by U.S. federal 
goverri.n-en!. arid oU-er Ci.iUTitries, '.rbis i.« evidet^^t by the attached doeiin:>eni Issued by the t'.S. 
Department of Mosneland Security on wnipliance and reasonable care as viewed by U.S. 
Cusi.nn-is and iiordcv Protection. The present rnvendor.: is designed to meet sueb compiiauce and 
reasonable care requiremenis. Pool does not. 

MO'Vcrivcr, the systei-5:i iri Fool is not necessarily ii-joneradve il such a product identifier is 
?ioi translerred for the look- up process. Clearly, the Poo! lefcrcnce is operative if a customer is 
permitted lo tnara.ially revievv a database shosvi^g eoni-nodity codes with tariff elassiiieadorj 
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iriihnnai^)n ia a iablc dm the custon^er can view and fJien determine the cornrnodLiy code, which 
iiK' eiision^er caiJ then use for ihcir own inibnviation, or use for ofhcr tnin>-acuans widiin tht- 
sy^lerr: descnbed m Pool, Sec o^lumn 6, lijie 6? - cciiunm 7, line 5. 

l-'urU-eTi-iore, as Applieans.s have prcviciusly argued before \hc Pateiu OtBee. the 
eGir-nii.:-dity codes pcrtairs to p;-oduci types - noi a naitseidar product withir; ■& ivpc. This has even 
beer; arllr-ned by the Bo&xu <y(\ page 7 of the Decision on Appeal. T'la' present invention u^cs a 
database o.C prodLsci idtntiik-rs and tariO.' classiik-ation infamuUion partieuhir le. each of the 
product identifier;* in order to penriit a user to find tarill classifie;rdoT^ info.miat.ion ft-r a 
particular product nn- yisbscquent use in au iniporl/export IransacUon, Pool does not tcacii such a 
p.rocess. insit-ad. a i(.'C.ik-s.3p table is at niost used jTjariua.i]y by a customer vie^ving the look-up 
tabic over -he inteniet [o deternufic the ct.iTnrnodity code f(.tr a prcxluct they \vi;<i^ to purchiise. 
This .i.s not d^e sarrse a.s whai is recited wiibin the chiiras. and Applicants have more than 
adequately argued tncsc points previously in the prositcuiiom of this Application. 

The Board ha* fus ther asserted tiiai the matching stt-p k inherent ns the opcrabou of the 
look-up table iu Fool. This is also errojieous. As nofed abnve, ilie third database in Pool is used 
to arvive at a eonnrif.-'-dif)- code ba.sed on a prcKluct lype. I Kis is ncit the sair:e ay th:e n^atcijing step 
reciicd vvitlun the claiiTW. The idct that a ceriain resuH or characteristic may occur or be present 
in the pri>;,>r an is not ."■Jvd.licKTit !■;> eslablish the !n.here!icy of tliat rcsuit (.>r characteiMsiic. 
^ V "1 1^ 1 p ^ f r 1 u ics^ iv !k K xU ' M t p e m 

.fact and;or technical reasoniug to reas<.>nably suppnrt the deternunation that the allegedly 
iiiherent charaet eristic iieecss;,vnlv flows .{ioni the teaehirig i)f the applied prior ail /;/, Flie step 
of matching the nne-dact ideniilier idcntifting the product t(> the prodtict identjiiers in tlie 
database, which is a database of product ideniiiiers and tariffeh'.ssineatioa intbnnation panieaiar 
to cadi of the product idc?d.ifiers. lias not been shown by tlie Board to n ecessarily flow from the 
tcaciinigs of Fool. .Merely that siicb a matching process nyay occur iri Pool vs not sufficient to 
csi.ibio.L the mre]e;;c\ of dns ruu!tatk>n. 

Nc,s,t, die Boai'd asserts that Pool describes the outputting step, but is not eiea.r in htsve 
Poo! teaches that the data record that is outpiitted includes tariff classificaUoti nrforniation 
associated with a prodtjct identifier identiiyiug the prodiict. Tl-e pK>ard adtnits that wliat is 
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outpuned .vro.?r= r.bt Uiircl cbtahase is a cfnmTsodiiy code. Furlhen Uic Bf>ard has ah-t;ady adraitied 
;Jud c<,v:rirrsv;dit>- code is not the same as a product identifier, Thv Board il^e-i goe^; or. ts.; attciTjpi 
to iiii w; this hole in iss argitnicnt by asserting that Pool teaches that dsc data record may iricUKie 
addiiitinal .ir:ibmiafion; and, thesi ii i.s assmned tiial the Isoard is asserting that sue)- addilionai 
informaiion w<..)u]d include sariirclassiiicaiion inforrnatiors associated with the product ideniifier 
idcriUlVing Uic proiiuci. The problem is thai assiunptions caimot be tnade under a § i02 
icicctivn. J'o<A does mi teach, nor does it siiggesu ouipuuisig a data rccoi'd tiviU includes a tantl 
eiassitlesition iiifonnati-:-n ass<)ciaicd with Lbe product ideniiiler idenlitying the product 

C laim y recites the according of results of the matching step into a transaction database 
iiixsted by ibe scwor. 11 -e Board lias asserted thai claim 9 is silent as u; the particular re«uhs to 
be recorded. 1' his ls iaco^Teel. Tlie matching step of chdnj 1 resLjlts in a data record thai js 
ouipuL whcrcsvi the data record mcliidea taritl ciassincaiion intormaiion associated with the 
product sdcr.itider identifying die product. Fool docs tjoi teach or disdosc rcci-rding results of 
ihe matching slop into a transaction database. In fact, as Applicants- asserted above, ii is mote 
d.keiy tiv.u. Pool rrierely provides the f.lnrd database tor- a euslonier lo jru'iivaaiiy iooiv up a 
commodity code. Thfreforf, there would be no need in Pool to record the resuh'.s oi any kind of 
rnatvVjiiig step with respect i?) the ilnrd database. 

With respect io tlic raeans plus function claims 10-16 and 18. die IHoard ]-as asserted diat 
Poo! teaches a gerseral pur];x)se computer system, and tita? ApplicarUs have faded io p-oint out any 
specific structure bevvmd such a general purpose computer system. 71ris is en-osieous, jrj die 
Reply Brief, Applicants poinled out hm the general puipose computer system is structured to 
per Ifinu the specific task vvithnj the mca.ns plus functions claims. Ii is well known that a general 
purpose con-puter system specitleally conllgurod lo perform recited functions -n a claim iS 
patentable. As noted above, there are specific fonciions recited wiihun the elaisns that are ni)t 
laugiii. or suggested withiii Pool, "i'herefore, the means plus functioi^ dmni reeitaiions are alscs 
not taught or suggested by PooL 
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C1airn;5 8 arul 17 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C, g 103 being uivpatcritable over Pool. 



Applicants rcsr.KL'i.i'ully traverse. Wii}> respect to ihese claims, t);c Board has asserted ihat Fool 
describes the nuutitaining of tbc fourth database in Fi.ndi.nga of Fuct 14 asxi 1"'. riic foiirth 
database .;s .not perforninut Lhe functions of the third database, wriich has been speciilcaiiy cited 
b)- the Piourd as the database durr alleged.!}- teacbe.s the database recited m the ehunis iro.fn wldcb. 
8 a.nd 1"^ dcperid. Hi;\vever claims 8 a.r!d i" reciie updating the database of those indcpeiKleul 
dairs-s. rhere.G -rc, for Fool ro teach in suggest the updaiing of the daiaba.se recited withnj itic 
clain-s, Fool vvoifid \\ixvc to Itacb or suggest the updating of tiie Uiim database. ITus is not what 
the Board has asserted, 

iv. Rij[- c HO NS I \n.[.ii 3.< s . s.r. ] 0 \ 

Though Applicants disagree vvitii the P.oard s rcjeciiori ol the elaims, asserbjig that the 
language ^'computer program product for storage on a computer readable nicdiunf' is not 
.statutory; .Appiicasiis have amended ihcsc clajnas as suggested by t1ie Board. 

Please apply any necessary charges or credits to Deposit Account No. 06-1050. 



Respectful ly submitted. 
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